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SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO ELECTION REQUIREMENT 

Sir: 

This Supplemental Response to Election Requirement is filed in response to the August 
24, 2005, notice from the Office that the prior response of June 13, 2005, was not fully 
responsive. It should be considered a "re-submittal" of the prior response. Specifically, the 
Office indicated that there was no clear listing of pending claims to be acted upon. Such claims 
are presented herein. 

In the Office Action mailed on May 13, 2005, the Office indicated that the Applicants' 
response of February 22, 2005, was not fully responsive, because the response contained no 
claims directed to the "elected" invention. 

I. Basis for Election Requirement 

In support of its election requirement, the Office maintains that the amended claims 
constitute a subcombination that is independent or distinct from the invention originally claimed. 
Citing MPEP §806. 05(c), the Office stated that the inventions are "distinct" if it can be shown 
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that: (1) the combination as claimed (original claims) does not require the particulars of the 
subcombination as claimed (amended claims) for patentability, and (2) the subcombination has 
utility by itself or in other combinations. With respect to the first point, the Office indicated that 
the support pads on the guide members per se are not required for patentability. With respect to 
the second point, the Office indicated that the subcombination has separate utility such as a top- 
lowered support device where the cargo passes through the open floor area prior to securement. 
Finally, the Office stated that these inventions (combination and subcombination), because of 
such alleged distinctness, have acquired separate status in the art because of their "recognized 
divergent subject matter." 

II. Provisional Election 

Notwithstanding the arguments presented below, and without reference to any 
"constructive election" by original presentation, the Applicants hereby provisionally elect the 
claims as originally presented. If the election requirement is withdrawn, then this election will 
be deemed moot. 

In response to the August 24, 2005, notice that the prior response was not fully 
responsive, the Applicants assert that the following claims in their current/amended state are 
presented. This listing of claims will replace all prior versions and listings of claims in the 
application: 
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